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What are the differences in the CEAP report and the CBP model

They are different tools developed for different purposes LEAP is a

unique and valuable snapshot of cultivated cropland marragecnent

implemented conservation practices and the effectiveness of

conservation practices and at a par t7ciilar` poirrt in Lime The CBP

madel is a too to provide estimates of loads and management

sectors and for rnany different managementeffectiveness across ail

scenaraas

They rely on very different nets of data The CLAP a r c ssment is based

on extremely detailed surveys of farm practices from 771 sample points

over four years in the Natural Resources Inventory The agricnitural

iarrrI sun of the CBP viii ie i s based an publicly available data sets o

several different spatial scales The countylevel USDANABS census of

riculture spanning tie years 19822217 is a iris or soijrce of

infornatiori A few data sets are soar>or but laad use and

conservation practice implementation are put to he CBP model on a

subcounty scale

they have been developed in very diffeLenI way CEAP iras beer

developed primarily by USDA scientists and has a primary focus on

estimating conservation practice effectiveness on cultivated cropland

The Biy model has a broader parpose of estimating management

ceffectivcness on all =sectors The CUE model is a collaborative effort

of EPA Bay wrtersshed states universities neonprofits and federal

agencies includinq USDA and USES over 25 years and is now in its fifth

major version

They are an3wering difforerrt questions Aside from the above

differences in scope and ca7e the models have been used to answer

different sets of questions The CRAP model was used to estimate the

effectiveness differences between worst case best case and current

practicesS The CUP model has been run with hundreds of management

scenarios including best and worst case but the definitions are

sign •i fi cantly different Al ihongh not exact the currerrt practices

sceriar lc is the closest match between the two models and they are in

good agreement on the percent of total load from cultivated cropland

Do the results of CEAP and the Bay model contradict each other

No As discussed above the model are 1 as different purposes and

cleveloped in different ways However the results of the CEAP and CBP

iiiaola hoLli indicaLe conservation practice3 are effective in reducing

nutrient ariei scdimrrat pollution that agricultural alt rts have

achieved igni ticanL progress ii icnl>1c rsitaray Id 5E tract=ices Lhat

tarrletir17 is important and that Lure is ti11 signiicant additional

work to be done

The models use Cats sets ava11ah1e on different scales The CEAE4digitHUC scale is the scale at which the farmerlevel surveys are

representative of all cu t vatad croplrarid The CBP model used data

sets generally available on county or subcounty level
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